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to ignore it in September? That is all I
am asking.

What we are doing today is just
showing good intentions, and that is
what it is all about. We could vote for
eliminating disease. We could vote
against war and for peace. And that is
good and I will vote with the gen-
tleman. But I just do not want people
to believe that what we are doing
today means that we are under any leg-
islative obligation to fulfill what the
gentleman is stating.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume to
answer the gentleman.

Mr. Speaker, this is a bill. Now, the
gentleman has a long and very stellar
career in this Congress and I know the
gentleman knows full well the dif-
ference between a resolution, a procla-
mation, and a bill. Because a bill can
become a law.

That law can be changed, the gen-
tleman is correct, but it is a law and it
is a law that must be followed by the
Treasury. It is a law that must be fol-
lowed by the Congress. It is a law that
must be followed by the President un-
less or until that law is changed. And
that law can be changed in the fall, the
gentleman is correct, but it will be a
change of law and a change of priority.
It will be the juxtaposition between
spending and Social Security.

If they want to spend more money,
they can. If the Congress wants to
spend more money, it can. Certainly it
can raise taxes. It can dip into Social
Security. It can decide not to do any
debt reduction. But we are deciding
today that that choice must be made
instead of waiting, as the gentleman
from South Carolina (Mr. SPRATT)
pointed out, until the very end of the
day on the very last legislative oppor-
tunity to see if there is any money left
over.

We are saying it is a priority. And in-
terestingly enough, not only are the
Republican majority joining together
today to say it is a priority but last
month 419 Members of this Congress,
including the very respected gentleman
from South Carolina (Mr. SPRATT) and
the very respected gentleman from
New York (Mr. RANGEL), joined with us
in that tact.

Now, I understand that there might
be some ridicule on their side because
they have never been in a position to
reduce debt. We believe it is an impor-
tant priority. We appreciate the fact
that the gentleman joined with us in
this regard, and we would hope that
they would be slightly more enthusi-
astic as a look at a possible third debt
reduction bill in the fall.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I think that we all have
to be in support of this once the gen-
tleman from Iowa (Mr. NUSSLE) ac-
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knowledges that the same Congress
that makes the decision today as to
what it is going to attribute to reduc-
ing the deficit is the same Congress
that is going to come back and say
what they think is in the national in-
terest.

It defies reason and common sense
why the majority party can come to
this House and tell the American peo-
ple and our colleagues that they do not
trust their ability to control spending.
But, in order to do this, they have to
pass a law to prevent them from doing
what they say they do not want to do.

We are going to help them all that we
can and we are going to help to reduce
the Federal debt. We are going to try
to stop them from these outlandish tax
cuts that they tried to do in the last
session and was vetoed.

When that $792 billion tax cut was ve-
toed, the majority did not even try to
come together and try to override the
veto because they never expected that
tax cut to pass.

As a matter of fact, I think the good
wisdom of the Republicans in this
House is that they do not expect any of
these tax cuts to become law. They do
not even bring them to the floor unless
they promise to veto. And they are
never discussed, anyway. And so, if
they want to call this the Republicans’
bill to control itself from excessive
spending, why would we not be able to
support them in that effort?
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You are the majority. You are in
charge. You set the agenda. You set
the appropriations bills at the spending
level. You come in and ask for your tax
cuts. And then in the middle of the
night you smell a surplus that we
never had before in all of the Reagan-
Bush years. We never really had a
chance under Republican Presidents.
Even though we had the majority, we
did not know what a surplus was until
we got President Clinton and Vice
President Gore. So this is new to us.
And so it is obviously new to you, as
well.

We are enjoying a surplus, but we
still have this tremendous, close-to-$6
trillion national debt, and it has to be
reduced and it has to be reduced by dis-
cipline. I would suggest, since it is too
late in this session, that maybe the
first thing that we should do next year
is that Republicans and Democrats set
aside their party label and start to talk
with each other as to what is in the
best interests of the people of the
United States. Maybe then we will not
have Republican bills and Democratic
bills saying, Please stop us before we
spend some more. Maybe we can have
bipartisan bills that will be able to
show the American people that we are
serious.

And so in an effort to show you my
sincerity, I stand here tonight and join
with you and say, let us do this. Why?
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Because it is the right thing to do. And
with it I pray that you in the majority
can control your urge to spend unnec-
essarily and depend on our support.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

I understand that the minority will
try and stop us to reduce the taxes on
the American people and to reform
those taxes, but we will try and stop
you from dipping into the Social Secu-
rity trust fund yet again, the Medicare
trust fund yet again, to add to our
debt, to add to our deficits as you did
for 40 years. We will and we will suc-
ceed.

But there is one factor that you left
out and that is the fact that the Con-
gress is not the only one in control.
Every eighth grade government stu-
dent knows that the President has to
sign the law. I hope he signs this law;
and I hope we reduce the debt for my
kids, for your kids and grandkids and
for all of America.

Mr. Speaker, I urge a ‘‘yes’ vote.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from
Towa (Mr. NUSSLE) that the House sus-
pend the rules and pass the bill, H.R.
4866, as amended.

The question was taken.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, on that I
demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the
Chair’s prior announcement, further
proceedings on this motion will be
postponed.

——————

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12 of rule I, the Chair de-
clares the House in recess subject to
the call of the Chair.

Accordingly (at 4 o’clock and 48 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess
subject to the call of the Chair.

————
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AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. LAHOOD) at 5 o’clock and
10 minutes p.m.

——

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE
SENATE

A further message from the Senate
by Mr. Lundregan, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate has passed
with amendment in which the concur-
rence of the House is requested, a bill
of the House of the following title:

H.R. 4810. An act to provide for reconcili-
ation pursuant to section 103(a)(1) of the con-
current resolution on the budget for fiscal
year 2001.
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The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendment to
the bill (H.R. 4810) ‘“‘An Act to provide
for reconciliation pursuant to section
103(a)(1) of the concurrent resolution
on the budget for fiscal year 2001, re-
quests a conference with the House on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses
thereon, and appoints Mr. ROTH, Mr.
LOTT, and Mr. MOYNIHAN, to be the con-
ferees on the part of the Senate.

———

MOTION TO GO TO CONFERENCE
ON H.R. 4810, MARRIAGE TAX
PENALTY RELIEF RECONCILI-
ATION ACT OF 2000

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, by
direction of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 553 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 553

Resolved, That upon receipt of a message
from the Senate transmitting any Senate
amendments to the bill (H.R. 4810) to provide
for reconciliation pursuant to section
103(a)(1) of the concurrent resolution on the
budget for fiscal year 2001, it shall be in
order to consider in the House without inter-
vention of any point of order a motion of-
fered by the chairman of the Committee on
Ways and Means or his designee to take from
the Speaker’s table the bill, with any Senate
amendments thereto, to disagree to the Sen-
ate amendments, and to request a conference
with the Senate thereon or agree to any re-
quest of the Senate for a conference thereon.
The motion shall be debatable for one hour
equally divided and controlled by the chair-
man and ranking minority member of the
Committee on Ways and Means. The previous
question shall be considered as ordered on
the motion to its adoption without inter-
vening motion.

SEC. 2. House Resolution 550 is laid on the
table.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman from Ohio (Ms. PRYCE) is
recognized for 1 hour.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, for
the purpose of debate only, I yield the
customary 30 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MOAK-
LEY), the distinguished ranking Mem-
ber, my good friend, pending which I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. During consideration of this res-
olution, all time yielded is for the pur-
pose of debate only.

Mr. Speaker, H. Res. 553 provides for
consideration of a motion to go to con-
ference with the Senate on H.R. 4810,
the Marriage Tax Penalty Elimination
Reconciliation Act. The motion will be
debatable for 1 hour equally divided be-
tween the chairman and the ranking
minority Member on the Committee on
Ways and Means.

As my colleagues will recall, the
House passed H.R. 4810 last week by a
bipartisan vote of 269 to 159. This vote
marked the second time that the House
passed this legislation and the fourth
time that it has voted to provide mar-
riage tax penalty relief in this 106th
Congress.
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The will of the House is clear, and it
is time that we finish the job and get
this bill to the President for his signa-
ture. We are almost there. In fact, the
Senate just passed its own version of
the marriage tax penalty relief act by
a bipartisan vote of 60 to 39. This reso-
lution will allow the House to quickly
respond to the Senate’s actions by
going to conference where the two bod-
ies will negotiate a final marriage tax
penalty elimination act that we can
send to the President, and in doing so,
we will give him the chance to make
good on the words he spoke during his
State of the Union speech.

During that speech, the President
told the American people that we can
make ‘‘vital investments in health
care, education, support for working
families and still offer tax cuts to help
pay for college, for retirement, to care
for aging parents and to reduce the
marriage penalty. We can do these
things without forsaking the path of
fiscal discipline that got us to this
point.”

Mr. Speaker, Congress has helped the
President meet his challenge. We have
passed legislation to preserve Social
Security for future generations, to pro-
vide affordable drug coverage to sen-
iors through Medicare, to restore our
national defense, to invest in education
and to pay down the debt.

We have done all of these things in
the context of a balanced budget, and
we are still swimming in surplus cash.
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Meanwhile, 25 million American cou-
ples suffer under the unfair financial
burden imposed by the marriage pen-
alty. On average, they pay $1,400 more
in taxes than they would if they were
single; skip the whole marriage thing
and just live together. What kind of
message is that for the government to
send? Where is the logic in taxing mar-
riage, one of the most fundamental in-
stitutions in our entire society?

Mr. Speaker, $1,400 is real money to
American families. Families can use
this income to pay for health care, in-
vest in a child’s education or plan for
their retirement. Sound familiar?
These are all the things the President
says that government should finance
before it provides tax relief.

Well, why do we not just cut out the
middleman, the government, and let
the American people make the deci-
sions about what their needs are and
where their money should be spent?
Let us stop crippling them financially
so they have to lean on the crutch of
government.

Eliminating the marriage penalty
will help these families, especially the
middle class and minorities, whom the
marriage penalty hits the very hardest.

Mr. Speaker, the good news is that
the Republicans and many Democrats
in Washington actually agree that the
marriage penalty is bad policy. If we in
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Congress can agree that the marriage
tax should be abolished then there is
no reason to delay any longer in re-
versing this inequity in the Tax Code.
That is why the House Republican
leadership is moving quickly to get
this bill to conference and to the Presi-
dent so that he can sign it.

Today, with the passage of this reso-
lution, we have the opportunity to
show that we can come together in a
bipartisan way to achieve something
for the American people that will make
a real difference in their lives. We can
end this tax that robs hundreds, if not
thousands, of dollars from some 25 mil-
lion families each year, and let them
keep their money to spend as they see
fit on their priorities.

Mr. Speaker, there is no reason why
at this time of peace and prosperity
and budget surpluses that we cannot
provide this tax equity and relief. It is
time to end the delays, the excuses and
the political trade-offs. It is time to
get the job done.

I hope my colleagues will join me
today in moving this issue forward and
I hope the President will be true to his
word and take the opportunity to sign
this legislation when we put it on his
desk. I urge a yes vote on the resolu-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I thank my dear friend,
the gentlewoman from Ohio (Ms.
PRYCE), for yielding me the time.

Mr. Speaker, the issue of changing
the marriage tax is a very important
one, but thus far my Republican col-
leagues have turned it into a political
prop. Millions of Americans pay taxes
in the higher income bracket after
they get married than they did when
they were single, but Democrats be-
lieve we should do something to allevi-
ate that tax burden, especially on
working families with children who are
struggling to pay their bills, who are
struggling to educate these children,
and to keep them safe.

So far, my Republican colleagues
have charted out a series of bills that
do a lot more to help the rich get rich-
er than they do help working families
get shoes on their kids. Meanwhile, my
Republican colleagues have rejected
Democratic bills that would actually
help middle-income working families
by increasing the standard deduction
for married couples until it is twice
that of a single person. Our bills would
also change the alternative minimum
tax so that all promised taxes would
actually take effect. That way working
families would get the help they need
rather than a lot of posturing just be-
fore a convention.

Mr. Speaker, I think this bill would
be better named the Philadelphia
Story, because it is a lot more about
the Republican Convention in Philadel-
phia than it is about helping working
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